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Detailed Action 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
08/11/08 has been entered. 

2. Claim 29 is a new claim and claims 1 - 29 have been amended and are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis 
for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claims 1-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cebula et al. US 2004/015830 Al in view of Duggan et al. 
USPN 6,002,871. 

Regarding claims 1, 15 and 29, Cebula discloses a system for multi- 
environment testing automation comprising: 

a Test Store in which a at least one Test is stored in a computer- 
readable medium including annotations comprising information about each 
Test in the Test Store r0071"h 

at least one Test Document comprising a description of the 
environment for each Test and information regarding the verification of 
results for said Test, [0021, see test description and 0024]; 

a test Driver that interprets said Test Document to execute at least 
one Test described by said Test Document and verifies whether said Test has 
passed or failed (FIG. 5, 506, 508, translator for interprets also see 0018 for 
verification). 

Cebula doesn't expressly disclose a test Document describing at least 
one multi-threaded Test that can be concurrently executed by different 
groups in at least two testing environment. 

However, Parker in an analogous art and similar configuration disclose 
that when addressing different machines, executing code in parallel would 
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enable multiple machines to be executed simultaneously and this would be 
done by making the test language Multithreaded (7:55 - 60). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to combine Cebula and Parker because, 
it would enable multiple machines to be executed simultaneously. 

Regarding claims 2 and 16, the system of claim 1 wherein said one 
Test that is described by said Test Document can 
be executed in an HTTP environment and one additional environment 
[Cebula, 0125, see internet]. 

Regarding claims 4 and 18, the system of claim 1 further comprising 
at least one Execution Variable corresponding to said test and comprising 
data that does not comprise data in said Test [Cebula, 0006]. 

Regarding claims 5 and 19, the system of claim 1 further comprising a 
Test Editor for authoring a Test Document [Cebula, 0081]. 

Regarding claims 6 and 20 , the system of claim 1 further comprising a 
Test Transform that would transform an existing Test in a first Test 
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Document into a new Test in a second Test Document [Cebula, 0076, show 
editing tests]. 

Regarding claims 7 and 21, system for executing Tests, said Tests 
comprising at least one Task where each of said at least one Task comprises 
at least one Step, said system comprising: 

an Executor subsystem that executes at least one Step and generates 
at least one Execution Result [Cebula, 0091]; and 

a Verifier for comparing at least one Execution Result to at least one 
Expected Result [Cebula, 0108, unit testing verification, also see 0021]. 

Regarding claims 8 and 22, the system of claim 7 further comprising a 
Filter for filtering at least one Execution Result generated by said Executor 
before said at least one Execution Result is compared by said Verifier of said 
at least one Expected Result [Cebula, 0021]. 

Regarding claims 9 and 23, a method of testing automation in a 
plurality of environments, said method comprising: 

grouping at least one Test into a Test Store, said Test Store 
comprising data pertaining to Tests it contains, said Test being able to be 
executed in at least two environments (Cebula, FIG. 3, see test suite); 
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describing a nature of at least one Test in at least one Test Document, 
wherein said nature comprises information regarding a means for verifying a 
result derived from said Test and a description of what constitutes a correct 
results for said Test [Cebula, 0108, 0021]; 

interpreting at least one Test Documents to execute at least one Test 
verifying whether said at least one Test passes or fails (Cebula, FIG. 5, 506, 
508). 

Cebula doesn't expressly disclose a test Document that describes 
multi-threaded Test that can be concurrently executed in at least two testing 
environment. 

However, Parker in an analogous art and similar configuration disclose 
that when addressing different machines, executing code in parallel would 
enable multiple machines to be executed simultaneously and this would be 
done by making the test language Multithreaded (7:55 - 60). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to combine Cebula and Parker because, 
it would enable multiple machines to be executed simultaneously. 

Regarding claims 10 and 24, the method of claim 9 further comprising 
the utilization least one Execution Variable corresponding to said Test and 
comprising data that does not comprise data in said Test [Cebula, 0006]. 
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Regarding claims 11 and 25, the method of claim 9 further comprising 
transforming a Test in a first Test Document into a new Test for a second 
Test Document [Cebula, 0076, show editing tests]. 

Regarding claims 12 and 26, the method of claim 9 wherein said Test 
Store is implemented as an abstraction that allows a plurality of Test 
Documents to be stored in at least two different formats (Cebula, 0037). 

Regarding claims 13 and 27, the method of claim 9 wherein said Test 
Store further comprises functionality for browsing, saving, and retrieving a 
Test Document (Cebula, 0107). 

Regarding claims 14 and 28, the method of claim 9 wherein an 
organization of Tests in a Store Test is automatically updated based on at 
least one criteria from among the following plurality of criteria: the manner 
in which one or more Tests are executed; 

the frequency in which one or more Tests are executed (Cebula, 
0100); 

and 
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the most common environment in which one or more Tests are 
executed (Cebula, 0076). 

5. Claims 3 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cebula et al. US 2004/015830 Al in view of Parker as 
applied in claims 1 and 15 in view of Melamed et al. US 2007/0107415. 

Regarding claims 3 and 17, Cebula as modified discloses all the 
claimed limiations as applied in claims 1 and 15 above. The combination of 
Cebula and Parker doesn't expressly disclose the system of claim 1 wherein 
said one Test that is described by said Test Document can be executed in a 
SQL environment and one additional environment. However, Melamand in 
an analogous art and similar configuration discloses using SQL to gather 
input into the database (0075). Therefore it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine Cebula, Parker and Melamed because using SQL in the art with 
databases is an industry standard and it would enable interacting with the 
database. 



Response to Arguments 
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6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-28 are have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Correspondence Information 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Chuck Kendall whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3698. The examiner can normally be reached between Monday and Thursday, at 1 1 :00 
am -4:300pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Dam can be reached on 571-272-3695. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
/Chuck O Kendall/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2192 



